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Project Description

The California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) is proposing a Storm Damage
Permanent Restoration Project on Highway 101 near Post Mile (PM) 41.5 approximately
1.6 miles northwest of the town of Redcrest in Humboldt County. The project is
necessary due to substantial damage to Highway 101 caused by 2005/2006 winter storms,
resulting in the loss of two northbound traffic lanes. This project includes reconstruction
of the four-lane highway, construction of a tieback retaining wall, replacing a separated
culvert, installation of two headwalls, placement of erosion protection, and revegetating
all disturbed areas. Roadway reconstruction will require realigning the existing roadway,
stabilizing the fill slopes and reconstructing the northbound lanes. The project is
anticipated to involve year-round construction, with the assistance of appropriate sediment

control devices, and will be using both state and federal funding,

Determination

Caltrans has prepared an Initial Study for this project has determined from this study that
the proposed Alternative 3 would not have a significant effect on the environment for the
following reasons:

¢  Would have minmimal or no effect on visual aesthetics, agricultural resources, air
quality, cultural resources, geology/soils, biological resources, floodplain, land
use/planning, mineral resources, noise, population/housing, hazardous materials,
public services, recreation, transportation/traffic, or utilities/service systems.

e Would have a less than significant impact with the proposed mitigation for the
following resource: hydrology/water quality.

(’D_———a QQO { = L5~ 08

Cindy Anderson Date
Chief, North Regmn Environmental Services - North
California Department of Transpartation
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Initial Study

Project Title
Redcrest Storm Damage Restoration Project

Lead Agency Name, Address and Contact Person
California Department of Transportation

1656 Union St., Eureka, CA 95501

Stephanie Coleman, North Region Environmental Branch E-1
(707) 445-5320

Project Location
The project is located on Highway 101 at Post Mile (PM) 41.5, approximately 1.6 miles
northwest of the town of Redcrest in Humboldt County.

Purpose and Need

The purpose of this project is to reconstruct the four-lane highway at this location. In the
winter of 2005/2006 the roadway fill became saturated and began to settle causing
significant roadway deformation. In addition, a culvert located at PM 41.52 separated
causing further saturation of the failing roadway. To prevent the entire roadway from
failing, the fill was removed (i.e. the two northbound lanes) in order to stabilize the two
remaining southbound lanes. Currently, there are two lanes of traffic, one northbound
and one southbound through this location. The project is necessary to repair the
substantial damage to Highway 101 caused by 2005/2006 winter storms, which resulted
in the loss of the two traffic lanes.

Project History

During the winter of 2005/2006, heavy storm damage caused roadway failures
throughout the north coast. Between PM 40.9 and 42.2, the roadway fill material became
saturated and began to settle, which caused highway 101 to shift and crack. Because of
this movement the culvert at PM 41.52 separated and the flow was temporarily redirected
to the culvert at PM 41.50.

Efforts have been ongoing since that time to survey, design, and permit a project to
restore the roadway and drainages at this location.
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Description of Project and Alternatives Considered
Alternative 1

This alternative proposes to reconstruct the four-lane highway, construct a tieback
retaining wall, remove an existing separated culvert, construct a diversion channel, install
a headwall at PM (PM) 41.5 and stream bank stabilization work in the channel located at
PM 41.5. Roadway reconstruction will require realigning the existing roadway to its
previous footprint, stabilizing the roadway and reconstructing the northbound lanes. This
alternative is anticipated to involve year-round construction.

Prior to winter 2005/2006, the two outlet drainage channels merged downstream
approximately 300-feet below Highway 101. This alternative would permanently join the
two channels upstream from Highway 101. A similar configuration already exists on site
as the result of the Emergency Storm Damage work that occurred during the winter of
2005/2006. Due to the culvert at PM 41.52 separating below the road surface during
those winter storms, the water flow had to be rerouted through the culvert at PM 41.5.
The emergency diversion pipe would be removed and an approximately 140-foot long,
impermeable rock-lined channel (trapezoidal design 3 ft wide on the bottom and 6 ft top)
will convey flow from upstream of PM 41.52 to the 48-inch diameter culvert inlet at PM
41.5.

The impermeable rock-lined channel would be necessary to prevent additional saturation
of the hillside. End dumping of rock is proposed to occur only on the roadbed and
outside of suitable habitat for the marbled murrelet (MAMU) and northern spotted owl
(NSO). Any rock used would be placed carefully and delivered as one pile per truckload.
The 48-inch diameter culvert at PM 41.5 would then carry the combined 100-year flows
of both drainages. The outlet channel at PM 41.52 would continue to receive flow from
the cross drain outlet that carries water from the underdrain on the north side of the
roadway.

Alternative 2

No build. The no build alternative does not meet the purpose and need of restoring
Highway 101 to its previous condition of two traffic lanes in each direction and does not
resolve the existing detoured curve alignment, which does not meet current safety
standards.
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Alternative 3

This alternative proposes to stabilize and reconstruct the roadway to its previous
condition by constructing a tieback retaining wall. The proposed wall would be placed 8-
feet from the new edge of pavement, below the northbound lanes, at a length of
approximately 400-feet (see project layout-page 3).

There are two jurisdictional drainages within the project area that pass through culverts;
one located at PM 41.50 and the other at PM 41.52. New headwalls are proposed at each
of the inlets, and the existing separated drainage at PM 41.52 would be re-established
through the roadway and wall. Approximately 170 feet of the channel at the outlet, which
was originally in a culvert, would be day-lighted when the wall is constructed and a new
lined, impermeable channel is proposed to the end of the existing current outlet.

When the culvert at PM 41.52 is repaired and both channels are re-established, the
temporary diversion that was placed during the emergency project would be redirected to
the new culvert.

To enhance and restore the existing drainages and adjacent wetlands, and to remediate
existing scour within the channel at PM 41.50, bioengineering work is proposed, pending
discussions and recommendations from the resource agencies.

Please note that this alternative was added to the alternatives analysis based on the
modification of the design of the tieback retaining wall. The modification allows for the
future earth movements downhill of the wall that would not affect the wall or the culvert
at this location.

There will be a correction to the drainage gallery that was installed during work, which
includes taking off approximately 6-inches to 1-foot of rock and replacing it with soil for
better drainage.

The project will most likely start with replacing the existing, separated 42-inch diameter
culvert located at PM 41.52. Excavation of the culvert under the existing live traffic
lanes will require the use of sheet piles for shoring. The sheet piles will be vibrated into
position and removed similarly at the conclusion of an approximately two-day operation.
The total length of 42-inch diameter culvert pipe to be replaced is approximately 115-
feet.
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The tieback wall would be the next order of work and consists of installation of a series
of “H-piles” placed in a 36-inch diameter drilled hole which is backfilled with concrete
(also known as soldier piles) spaced roughly six feet on-center for an approximate total
length of 400-feet. The structure would be placed 8-feet from the edge of pavement on
the east side of the proposed northbound lanes and have approximately 10-feet of
exposed lagging with a 15-foot wide bench at the base of the exposed lagging. The
proposed soldier piles would be approximately 80-feet in length with 130-foot long
tieback anchors. The proposed wall would effectively stabilize the highway at this
location.

Work on the drainage system (PM 41.50) would occur during construction of the tieback
wall. Approximately 14.5-feet of the 48-inch diameter pipe at the culvert inlet would be
replaced and a new concrete headwall installed. Concrete washout facilities would likely
be located at a station on-site (outside of state and federal regulated waters), at the
proposed stockpile location at PM 42.5. Equipment access to construct the inlet channel
and headwall for the culvert at PM 41.50 would be obtained via removal of existing
guardrail, temporarily relocating some Rock Slope Protection, and construction of a
temporary access road approximately 350-feet in length.

Existing scour in the channel at PM 41.5 is in part due to water velocities from the
temporary water diversion from the channel at PM 41.52. Stream bank stabilization is
proposed at four specific locations approximately 30-feet, 60-feet, 90-feet and 165-feet
downstream of the culvert outlet, in order to decrease the potential for continued erosion
and sediment entering the drainage network, and to mitigate for scour impacts during the
temporary diversion. Bioengineering restoration work is proposed for the channel at PM
41.50, pending discussions and recommendations from the jurisdictional resource
agencies. Willow waddles, brush layering, and/or other appropriate bioengineering
techniques would be used to stabilize the scour sections and effectively minimize the
release of sediments. In order to access the channel at PM 41.50 for restoration, it is
proposed to use hand labor as well as an existing road that allows for access to the two
upstream locations.

Local and native willows, alders, and other riparian vegetation will be planted with a total
of approximately 800 cuttings and/or saplings placed around the project site. The
vegetation will likely be comprised of 85% willows, 10% alders, and 5% maples. The
alders and maples shall be planted as saplings and container stock, not as cuttings. Local
willow cuttings will be incorporated along the channel where feasible. All disturbed soil
areas (DSA’s) will be revegetated and/or hydro seeded (as recommended by the Caltrans
revegetation specialist prior to the end of construction). Adequate BMP’s for sediment
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and turbidity control shall be implemented as described in the Water Pollution Control
document in order to prevent unauthorized discharges of silt or sediment to surface
waters throughout construction.

All drainage work is estimated to take approximately six weeks to construct and will be
completed during the period of May 15 — October 15 annually. Work within suitable
MAMU/ NSO habitat will be completed consistent with the informal Endangered Species
Act consultation with the United States Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS). A portion
of the drainage work will likely require the use of a backhoe, excavator, hauling and
dump trucks, concrete trucks, portable generator, boom truck, vibratory hammer, and

pump.

Finally, fill will be placed and compacted to form a bench below the retaining wall and
the new roadway will be paved. Paving and regrading the roadway will require two
stages where northbound lanes would be paved under the current striping/delineated
roadway, and southbound lanes would be paved under a second stage where traffic would
be diverted to the newly paved northbound lanes. The equipment necessary to complete
the roadway construction is anticipated to include a grader, compactor, boom truck,
portable generator, vibratory roller, paver, saw, and grinder.

The total estimated time to construct this project is 13 months or 265 working days.
Staging areas are proposed to be located on the roadway shoulders at PM 42.5 and at PM
38.0 along Highway 101.

Other alternatives considered:

o  Rock Buttress — this alternative would have had a larger impact on the
surrounding area, would have encroached on State Park property and would
have created a large aesthetic impact and involve the cutting of several large
trees. This would have been the lowest in cost.

o  Viaduct/bridge - this alternative would have taken the longest time to build
(design and construction), would require a median barrier to be built, cost the
most of all the alternatives and would also have an aesthetic impact to the area.

Surrounding Land Uses and Setting
The project site is on the state highway system between PM 40.9/42.2 on Highway 101.
It is bordered by Humboldt Redwoods State Park to the east and timberlands to the west.
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Permits and Approvals Needed

o  Section 7 Endangered Species Act Consultation with U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service — Completed December 15, 2006

o 401 Water Quality Certification — North Coast Regional Water Quality Control
Board

o California Department of Fish and Game Section 1602 Permit
o U.S. Army Corps of Engineers Section 404 Nationwide Permit
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Project Location Map
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Project Vicinity Map Alternative 1
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Environmental Factors Potentially Affected

The environmental factors checked below would be potentially affected by this
project, involving at least one impact that is a “Potentially Significant Impact” as
indicated by the checklist on the following pages.

Aesthetics

Agricultural Resources

Air Quality

X Biological Resources

Cultural Resources

Geology/Soils

Hazards and Hazardous Materials

Hydrology/Water Quality

Land Use/Planning

Mineral Resources

Noise

Population/Housing

Public Services

Recreation

Transportation/Traffic

Utilities/Service Systems

Mandatory Findings of Significance

Humboldt 101 Redcrest Restoration Project



Impacts Checklist

The impacts checklist starting on the next page identifies physical, biological, social,
and economic factors that might be affected by the proposed project. The California
Environmental Quality Act impact levels include “potentially significant impact,”
“less than significant impact with mitigation,” “less than significant impact,” and “no
impact.”

A brief explanation of each California Environmental Quality Act checklist
determination follows each checklist item. The checklist is followed by a focused
discussion of Water Quality Impacts.
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I. AESTHETICS — Would the project:

Less than
Potentially significant Less than
significant impact with significant No
impact mitigation impact impact

a) Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista? |:| |:| |:|

Roadway is being reconstructed to pre-slide condition and the hillside will be re-vegetated to avoid any
impacts on the scenic vista.

b) Substantially damage scenic resources, including,
but not limited to, trees, rock outcroppings, and X
historic buildings within a state scenic highway?

c) Substantially degrade the existing visual character

. . . . X
or quality of the site and its surroundings?
d) Create a new source of substantial light or glare that
would adversely affect day or nighttime views in the X

area?

No new light is proposed for this project. “No Impact” determinations in this section are based on the
scope and location of the project.

I1. AGRICULTURE RESOURCES — In determining

whether impacts to agricultural resources are significant

environmental effects, lead agencies may refer to the California

Agricultural Land Evaluation and Site Assessment Model

(1997) prepared by the California Dept. of Conservation as an

optional model to use in assessing impacts on agriculture and

farmland. Would the project:

a) Convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or
Farmland of Statewide Importance (Farmland), as
shown on the maps prepared pursuant to the Farmland X
Mapping and Monitoring Program of the California
Resources Agency, to non-agricultural use?

No farmlands will be affected by this project. Project borders State Park and timberlands.

b) Conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use,
or a Williamson Act contract?

Humboldt 101 Redcrest Restoration Project 12



Less than
Potentially significant Less than
significant impact with significant No
Impact mitigation impact impact

c) Involve other changes in the existing

environment, which, due to their location or nature, |:| |:| |:|

could result in conversion of Farmland, to non-
agricultural use?

“No Impact” determinations in this section are based on the scope and location of the project.
I11. AIR QUALITY — Where available, the significance

criteria established by the applicable air quality management

or air pollution control district may be relied upon to make

the following determinations. Would the project:

a) Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the

applicable air quality plan? |:| |:| |:|
Project does not conflict with any applicable air quality plan.

b) Violate any air quality standard or contribute

substantially to an existing or projected air quality |:| |:| |:|

violation?

¢) Result in a cumulatively considerable net increase

of any criteria pollutant for which the project region

is non-attainment under an applicable federal or state |:| I:l |:|
ambient air quality standard (including releasing

emissions, which exceed quantitative thresholds for
0zO0ne precursors)?

d) Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant
concentrations? |:| l:l |:|

e) Create objectionable odors affecting a substantial
number of people? |:| l:l |:|

“No Impact” determinations in this section are based on the scope and location of the project.

1V. BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES — Would the
project:

a) Have a substantial adverse effect, either directly

or through habitat modifications, on any species

identified as a candidate, sensitive, or special-status |:| l:l l:l
species in local or regional plans, policies, or

regulations, or by the California Department of Fish
and Game or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service?

Section 7 Endangered Species Consultation with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service determined a may
affect, but is not likely to adversely affect the Marbled Murrelet and the Northern Spotted Owl. There
will be no effect on critical habitat designated for the Marbled Murrelet - December 2006.

b) Have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian

habitat or other sensitive natural community

identified in local or regional plans, policies, and |:| |:| |:|
regulations or by the California Department of Fish

and Game or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service?
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Less than
Potentially significant Less than
significant impact with significant No
Impact mitigation impact impact

c) Have a substantial adverse effect on federally

protected wetlands as defined by Section 404 of the <

Clean Water Act (including, but not limited to, |:| |:| EI
marsh, vernal pool, coastal, etc.) through direct

removal, filling, hydrological interruption, or other
means?

Temporary Impacts have been identified due to the required access to build the headwall (s) at the
inlet at PM 41.5 and PM 41.52 and to construct the channel (s). See page 24 for discussion.

d) Interfere substantially with the movement of any
native resident or migratory fish or wildlife species

. . . . . X
or with established native resident or migratory |:| |:| |:|
wildlife corridors, or impede the use of native
wildlife nursery sites?

e) Conflict with any local policies or ordinances

protecting biological resources, such as a tree |:| |:| |:|

preservation policy or ordinance?

f) Conflict with the provisions of an adopted Habitat

Conservation Plan, Natural Community X
Conservation Plan, or other approved local, regional, |:| |:| |:|
or state habitat conservation plan?

“No Impact” determinations in this section are based on the discussions with Project Biologist, August
2007.

V. CULTURAL RESOURCES — Would the project:

a) Cause a substantial adverse change in the
significance of a historical resource as defined in
§15064.5?

[x]

b) Cause a substantial adverse change in the
significance of an archaeological resource pursuant
to 815064.5?

[x]

c) Directly or indirectly destroy a unique
paleontological resource or site or unique geologic
feature?

o O
0o O O
[x]

0O O O
[x]

d) Disturb any human remains, including those |:|
interred outside of formal cemeteries?

“No Impact” determinations in this section are based on the Historic Resource Compliance Report,
December 2006.

VI. GEOLOGY AND SOILS — Would the

project:

a) Expose people or structures to potential
substantial adverse effects, including the risk of loss, X
injury, or death involving:

Humboldt 101 Redcrest Restoration Project 14



Less than
Potentially significant Less than
significant impact with significant No
Impact mitigation impact impact

i) Rupture of a known earthquake fault, as delineated

on the most recent Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault

Zoning Map issued by the State Geologist for the |:| I:l
area or based on other substantial evidence of a

known fault? Refer to Division of Mines and

Geology Special Publication 42.

[]
[

ii) Strong seismic ground shaking?

iii) Seismic-related ground failure, including
liquefaction?

iv) Landslides?

b) Result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of
topsoil?

c) Be located on a geologic unit or soil that is unstable,
or that would become unstable as a result of the project,
and potentially result in onsite or offsite landslide,

lateral spreading, subsidence, liquefaction, or collapse?

[x]

d) Be located on expansive soil, as defined in Table 18-
1-B of the Uniform Building Code (1994), creating
substantial risks to life or property.

O O oo
[x]

O O OO0
[x]

e) Have soils incapable of adequately supporting the use
of septic tanks or alternative wastewater disposal
systems where sewers are not available for the disposal
of wastewater?

0 o o o oo

L1 O

[x]

“No Impact” determinations in this section are based on conversations with the Geotechnical Engineer
(August 2007) and on the scope and location of the project.

VIl. HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS —

Would the project:

a) Create a significant hazard to the public or the

environment through the routine transport, use, or |:| l:l |:|

disposal of hazardous materials?

b) Create a significant hazard to the public or the

environment through reasonably foreseeable upset |:| |:| |:|

and accident conditions involving the release of
hazardous materials into the environment?

c) Emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or

acutely hazardous materials, substances, or waste within |:| |:| |:|

one-quarter mile of an existing or proposed school?

d) Be located on a site that is included on a list of

Humboldt 101 Redcrest Restoration Project 15



Less than
Potentially significant Less than
significant impact with significant No
Impact mitigation impact impact

hazardous materials sites compiled pursuant to |:| |:| |:|

Government Code Section 65962.5 and, as a result,
would it create a significant hazard to the public or the
environment?

“No Impact” determinations in this section are based on review of the Initial Site Assessment dated
September 2006.

e) For a project located within an airport land use plan

or, here such a plan has not been adopted, within two

miles of a public airport or public use airport, would the |:| El |:|
project result in a safety hazard for people residing or

working in the project area?

f) For a project within the vicinity of a private airstrip,

would the project result in a safety hazard for people |:| |:| |:|

residing or working in the project area?

g) Impair implementation of or physically interfere with

an adopted emergency response plan or emergency |:| |:| |:|

evacuation plan?

h) Expose people or structures to a significant risk of

loss, injury, or death involving wildland fires

Lo ! . . T X
including where wildlands are adjacent to urbanized |:| |:| |:|
areas or where residences are intermixed with

wildlands?

“No Impact” determinations in this section are based on the scope and location of the project.

VIIl. HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY
— Would the project:

a) Violate any water quality standards or waste

discharge requirements? |:I |:| D
Discussion of impact starts on page 22 of the Initial Study. (Alternative 1)

b) Substantially deplete groundwater supplies or

interfere substantially with groundwater recharge such

that there would be a net deficit in aquifer volume or a X
lowering of the local groundwater table level (e.g., the |:| |:| |:|
production rate of pre-existing nearby wells would

drop to a level that would not support existing land

uses or planned uses for which permits have been

granted)?

c) Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of

the site or area, including through the alteration of |:| |:| |:|

the course of a stream or river, in a manner that

would result in substantial erosion or siltation on- or

offsite?

Discussion of impact starts on page 22 of the Initial Study. (Alternative 1)

d) Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of

the site or area, including through the alteration of the I:l l:l I:l

Humboldt 101 Redcrest Restoration Project 16



Less than
Potentially significant Less than
significant impact with significant No
Impact mitigation impact impact

course of a stream or river, or substantially increase the
rate or amount of surface runoff in a manner that
would result in flooding on- or offsite?

No flooding is anticipated.
e) Create or contribute runoff water that would

exceed the capacity of existing or planned storm |:| |:| El

water drainage systems or provide substantial
additional sources of polluted runoff?

Project will add less than .10 acre of impervious surface.
f) Otherwise substantially degrade water quality? |:| |:| |:|

g) Place housing within a 100-year flood hazard area
as mapped on a federal Flood Hazard Boundary or
Flood Insurance Rate Map or other flood hazard

delineation map? |:|

L]
L]
B

h) Place within a 100-year flood hazard area
structures that would impede or redirect flood flows? |:|

[]
]
[x]

i) Expose people or structures to a significant risk of
loss, injury, or death involving flooding, including |:|
flooding as a result of the failure of a levee or dam?

[]
]
[+

j) Result in inundation by a seiche, tsunami, or X
mudflow?

“No Impact” determinations in this section are based on the location and scope (items b. d. and e) of the
project.

IX. LAND USE AND PLANNING — Would the project:

a) Physically divide an established community? [ ] [] []

b) Conflict with any applicable land use plan, policy,

or regulation of an agency with jurisdiction over the

project (including, but not limited to the general |:| |:| |:|
plan, specific plan, local coastal program, or zoning

ordinance) adopted for the purpose of avoiding or
mitigating an environmental effect?

c) Conflict with any applicable habitat conservation
plan or natural community conservation plan? |:| |:| |:|

Humboldt 101 Redcrest Restoration Project 17



Less than
Potentially significant Less than
significant impact with significant No
Impact mitigation impact impact

“No Impact” determinations in this section are based on the scope and location of the project.

X. MINERAL RESOURCES — Would the
project:

a) Result in the loss of availability of a known
mineral resource that would be of value to the region |:| I:l |:|
and the residents of the state?

b) Result in the loss of availability of a locally

important mineral resource recovery site delineated on |:| |:| |:|
a local general plan, specific plan, or other land use

plan?

[x]

“No Impact” determinations in this section are based on the scope and location of the project.

XI. NOISE — Would the project result in:

a) Exposure of persons to or generation of noise
levels in excess of standards established in the local
general plan or noise ordinance, or applicable
standards of other agencies?

[x]

b) Exposure of persons to or generation of excessive
groundborne vibration or groundborne noise levels?

[x]

c) A substantial permanent increase in ambient noise
levels in the project vicinity above levels existing
without the project?

d) A substantial temporary or periodic increase in
ambient noise levels in the project vicinity above
levels existing without the project?

O O O
[x]

0O O O
O O O
B

e) For a project located within an airport land use
plan or, where such a plan has not been adopted,
within two miles of a public airport or public use
airport, would the project expose people residing or
working in the project area to excessive noise levels?

[]
L]
L]
<]

f) For a project within the vicinity of a private

airstrip, would the project expose people residing or |:| l:l |:|

working in the project area to excessive noise levels?

“No Impact” determinations in this section are based on the scope and location of the project.
X11. POPULATION AND HOUSING — Would the

project:

a) Induce substantial population growth in an area,

either directly (for example, by proposing new homes

and businesses) or indirectly (for example, through
extension of roads or other infrastructure)? |:| |:| |:|
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Less than
Potentially significant Less than
significant impact with significant No
Impact mitigation impact impact

b) Displace substantial numbers of existing housing,

necessitating the construction of replacement housing |:| |:| |:|

elsewhere?

c) Displace substantial numbers of people,
necessitating the construction of replacement |:| |:| |:|
housing elsewhere?

“No Impact” determinations in this section are based on the scope and location of the project.
XIIl. PUBLIC SERVICES —

Would the project result in substantial adverse
physical impacts associated with the provision of
new or physically altered governmental facilities,
need for new or physically altered governmental
facilities, the construction of which could cause
significant environmental impacts, in order to
maintain acceptable service ratios, response times, or
other performance objectives for any of the public
services:

Fire protection?
Police protection?
Schools?

Parks?

L OO0 O
L OO0 O
L OO0 O
ERERE NN

Other public facilities?

There will be approximately two days of one-way traffic control. “No Impact” determinations in this
section are based on the scope and location of the project and how precedence is given to emergency
services vehicles during construction activities avoiding delays. (Alternative 1 and 3)

XIV. RECREATION —
a) Would the project increase the use of existing

neighborhood and regional parks or other |:| |:| |:|

recreational facilities such that substantial physical
deterioration of the facility would occur or be
accelerated?

b) Does the project include recreational facilities or

require the construction or expansion of recreational |:| |:| |:|

facilities that might have an adverse physical effect
on the environment?

“No Impact” determinations in this section are based on the scope and location of the project.

XV. TRANSPORTATION/TRAFFIC — Would
the project:

a) Cause an increase in traffic that is substantial in

Humboldt 101 Redcrest Restoration Project 19



Less than
Potentially significant Less than
significant impact with significant No
Impact mitigation impact impact

relation to the existing traffic load and capacity of |:| |:| |:|

the street system (i.e., result in a substantial increase
in either the number of vehicle trips, the volume to
capacity ratio on roads, or congestion at
intersections)?

b) Exceed, either individually or cumulatively, a
level of service standard established by the county
congestion management agency for designated roads
or highways?

c) Result in a change in air traffic patterns, including
either an increase in traffic levels or a change in
location that results in substantial safety risks?

d) Substantially increase hazards due to a design

feature (e.g., sharp curves or dangerous |:| l:l |:|
intersections) or incompatible uses (e.g., farm

equipment)?

e) Result in inadequate emergency access? [ ] [] []

f) Result in inadequate parking capacity? X

]
[]
]
[x]

g) Conflict with adopted policies, plans, or programs

supporting alternative transportation (e.g., bus |:| |:| |:|

turnouts, bicycle racks)?

“No Impact” determinations in this section are based on conversations with Project Engineer, March
2007. Project will reconstruct roadway to the previous configuration of the highway. No expansion of
the facility.

XVI. UTILITY AND SERVICE SYSTEMS — Would the
project:

a) Exceed wastewater treatment requirements of the |:| |:| |:|

applicable Regional Water Quality Control Board?

b) Require or result in the construction of new water

or wastewater treatment facilities or expansion of |:| |:| |:|

existing facilities, the construction of which could
cause significant environmental effects?

c) Require or result in the construction of new storm
water drainage facilities or expansion of existing

facilities, the construction of which could cause -
! X

significant environmental effects? |:| |:| |:| -

d) Have sufficient water supplies available to serve
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Less than
Potentially significant Less than
significant impact with significant No
Impact mitigation impact impact

the project from existing entitlements and resources,
or are new or expanded entitlements needed?

e) Result in a determination by the wastewater
treatment provider that serves or may serve the

. . . X
project that it has adequate capacity to serve the |:| |:| |:|
project’s projected demand in addition to the
provider’s existing commitments?

f) Be served by a landfill with sufficient permitted

capacity to accommodate the project’s solid waste |:| I:l |:|
disposal needs?

g) Comply with federal, state, and local statutes and

regulations related to solid waste? |:| D |:|

“No Impact” determinations in this section are based on scope and location of the project.

XVII. MANDATORY FINDINGS OF
SIGNIFICANCE —

a) Does the project have the potential to degrade the

quality of the environment, substantially reduce the

habitat of a fish or wildlife species, cause a fish or

wildlife population to drop below self-sustaining |:| El |:|
levels, threaten to eliminate a plant or animal

community, reduce the number or restrict the range

of a rare or endangered plant or animal or eliminate

important examples of the major periods of
California history or prehistory?

b) Does the project have impacts that are

individually limited, but cumulatively considerable?

(“Cumulatively considerable” means that the |:| |:| |:|
incremental effects of a project are considerable

when viewed in connection with the effects of past

projects, the effects of other current projects, and the

effects of probable future projects)?

c) Does the project have environmental effects that

will cause substantial adverse effects on human |:| |:| |:|

beings, either directly or indirectly?
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Affected Environment, Environmental Consequences,
and Mitigation Measures

This section explains the effects that the proposed project would have on the human,
physical and biological environments in the project area. It describes the existing
environment that could be affected by the proposed project.

Alternative 1

Affected Environment

Work on the west side of the highway would entail a new headwall at the inlet of the
drainage at PM 41.5 and minor grading for access and to remove fill along the
inboard shoulder in order to establish the new diversion channel and to restore
previously impacted wetland.

On the outlet side of highway 101, and below the existing right of way, the proposed
project is adjacent to Humboldt Redwoods State Park. There are redwoods (Sequoia
sempervirens) and Douglas fir (Pseudotsuga menziesii) adjacent to the project area,
which are considered suitable nesting and foraging habitat. Some smaller trees were
removed during the emergency order project, however no trees larger than 12-inches
diameter at breast height (DBH), are proposed for further removal.

The drainage at PM 41.5 flows through a 48-inch culvert under the highway and is a
tributary to Chadd Creek. To the east of the project site is Humboldt Redwoods State
Park. There are no hiking trails, utilities or residences that would be affected by this
project. To the north of the project site is a stand of old-growth redwood/Douglas fir.
This stand is owned by California State Parks and is designated as critical habitat for
marbled murrelet. Suitable habitat for murrelets and owls will not be altered or
removed.

Impacts

o Water velocities increase after the water from both culverts pass through the
culvert at PM 41.5, and the slope increases as the water moves off of Caltrans
right of way and onto State Park property. Increased amount of water due to
merging of the two stream channels at the inlet (PM 41.5) by 45.4 cfs (cubic
feet per second) at Q1o (10 year storm event), Which was running at 68.8 cfs at Qio.
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The flows were merged late December 2005 during the emergency project.
This is a 66% increase in the amount of water. With the proposed
bioengineering (see mitigation section below) there will be a 17% increase in
velocity for the 100-year storm event (the natural channel would have a 19%
increase in velocity). Deemed to have a significant impact to beneficial
uses of water quality.

o The following existing beneficial uses to water quality are lost along the
length of approximately 135 ft of natural channel: Groundwater Recharge,
Freshwater Replenishment, Cold Freshwater Habitat, Estuarine Habitat,
Wildlife Habitat, and Migration of Aquatic Organisms. While not all of these
existing uses would cause a significant impact to the water quality of the local
basin, Caltrans proposes to mitigate for the identified losses. These uses come
from the Water Quality Basin Plan for the Scotia Hydrologic Sub area 111.12
Main stem of the Eel River. This loss was deemed to have a significant
impact to the beneficial uses listed above.

o Indiverting the flow of water from the channel at PM 41.52, the existing
natural channel at that location now receives water only during storm events
and from the existing storm water under drain that discharges at this location.

o Access is proposed across a seasonal wetland in order to construct the
diversion channel and headwall at PM 41.5. The quantity of this impact is
0.08 acres (3485 sq ft).

o Creation of a diversion channel at the inlet side of PM 41.52 will convert a
small amount of wetland into new bed/bank/channel. The permanent fill of
this wetland would be 0.01 acres (436 sq ft). The functions and values of this
site would remain unchanged.

Avoidance, Minimization, and/or Mitigation Measures

Based on the above findings, the following avoidance, minimization and/or mitigation
measures will be taken.

Storm Water/Water Quality
The following measures have been identified for this project:

1. Avoid impacts by using a clear water diversion when work is occurring in the
channel at PM 41.5.
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2. Habitat enhancement at PM 41.5 by the proposed bioengineering mitigation at
the scour locations for the increased water velocity in the channel.

3. Weed-mat and clean wash gravel are proposed for placement over the
seasonal wetland on the inlet side, to minimize temporary impacts, where
access will be required. When construction is complete, these materials will
be removed and disposed of properly.

4. Work on stream bank stabilization by using biodegradable fabric mesh and
planting to a level of three feet above the channel flow line or height of weir
(whichever is higher). Willow plantings and/or brush layering are proposed in
order to stabilize the slopes above the biodegradable fabric, minimizing
erosion and sedimentation due to the increased velocity in the channel.

5. Add woody debris at (4) scour locations along the channel at PM 41.5, to
create pools during low flows to act as pooling basins, to trap sediment and to
arrest the current channel incision. This proposed work is expected to
contribute to long-term bank stability and channel flow line stability.

6. Hand labor is proposed for all work in the lower channel (on the outlet side of
highway 101), except for the placement of rock by the existing access road
approximately 30-feet below the culvert.

7. Itis Caltrans policy to implement Best Management Practices (BMPs) on all
projects in order to avoid impacts to storm water quality.

Alternative 2

It is anticipated that the No Build Alternative would have the same impacts as
Alternative 1. Impacts associated with this alternative would include:
e Keeping the increased amount and velocity of water in the channel at
PM 41.50.
e Loss of the beneficial use in the channel at PM 41.52.

Alternative 3

Affected Environment

Work is proposed at the inlet side of the road where the headwalls and channel
restoration work would occur. It is proposed that the existing water diversion remain
where it is until the culvert at 41.52 can be replaced and inlet and outlet channels
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constructed. There is also a seasonal wetland along this side of the highway that was
heavily disturbed during the 2005/2006 emergency project, which has begun to
reestablish naturally.

One the outlet side of highway 101, and below the existing right of way, the proposed
project is adjacent to Humboldt Redwoods State Park. There are redwoods (Sequoia
sempervirens) and Douglas fir (Pseudotsuga menziesii) adjacent to the project area,
which are considered suitable nesting and foraging habitat. Some smaller trees were
removed during the emergency order project, however no trees larger than 12-inches
diameter at breast height (DBH), are proposed for further removal.

The streams that flow under the highway are tributaries to Chadd Creek. To the east
of the project site is Humboldt Redwoods State Park. There are no hiking trails,
utilities or residences that would be affected by this project. To the north of the
project site is a stand of old-growth redwood/Douglas fir. This stand is owned by
California State Parks and is designated as critical habitat for marbled murrelet.
Suitable habitat for murrelets and owls will not be altered or removed.

Impacts

o Separating the water flows to the two culverts will reduce that amount and
velocity of the water going into the culvert at 41.5. See appendix A for flow
data of the culverts.

o Temporary beneficial losses to the channel at 41.52 from 2005/2006 to
approximately fall 2008.

Temporary impacts to seasonal wetlands are necessary in order for construction to

access the headwall at PM 41.5, and for the removal of the diversion channel.

The quantity of this impact is 0.08 acres (3485 sq ft).

Avoidance, Minimization, and/or Mitigation Measures

Based on the above findings, the following avoidance, minimization and/or mitigation
measures will be taken.

Storm Water/Water Quality
The following measures have been identified for this project:
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1. Avoid impacts by using a clear water diversion when work is occurring in the
channel at PM 41.5.

2. Weed-mat and clean wash gravel are proposed during construction to
minimize temporary impacts where access is required over the seasonal
wetland. When construction is complete, these materials will be removed and
disposed of appropriately.

3. Work on stream bank stabilization by using biodegradable fabric mesh and
planting to a level of three feet above the channel flow line or height of weir
(whichever is higher). Willow plantings and/or brush layering are proposed in
order to stabilize the slopes above the biodegradable fabric mesh and to
minimize erosion and sedimentation.

4. Add woody debris at (4) scour locations along the channel at PM 41.5, to
create pools during low flows to act as pooling basins, to trap sediment and to
arrest the current channel incision. This proposed work is expected to
contribute to long-term bank stability and channel flow line stability.

5. Hand labor is proposed for all work in the lower channel (east of the roadway)
except for the placement of rock by the existing access road approximately
30-feet below the culvert.

6. Itis Caltrans policy to require implementation of Best Management Practices
(BMPs) on all projects in order to avoid impacts to storm water quality.

7. Day-lighting approximately 170 ft of waters of the U.S., by removing the
existing culvert and down drain and establishing a new channel that connects
up with the currently abandoned channel at PM 41.52.

Right of Way

A Temporary Construction Easement was obtained for 0.1 acres on the east side of
the highway to work on the stream channel at PM 41.52.

Comments and Coordination

Caltrans has received initial comments from California State Parks in regards to the
amount and velocity of water flowing onto their property. As part of this project and
in preparation, Caltrans has attempted to address the concerns with designing the
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construction of the pooling opportunities to reduce the velocity of the flow as much as
possible (on Caltrans right of way). Alternative 3 does address those concerns.

Caltrans received two letters with comments concerning this project. (See pages 29-
32 for actual letters):

# 1. Letter from the Native American Heritage Commission - A Historic Property
Survey Report (HPSR) for this project was prepared in December 2006 and is on file
at District 1. This includes actions taken by Caltrans to assess project-related impacts
on archaeological resources. The HPSR found that no properties requiring evaluation
are present within the project’s area of potential effects. Agencies and Tribes
consulted included: Native American Heritage Commission, Blue Lake Rancheria,
Table Bluff Wiyot Tribe, Bear River Band of Rohnerville Rancheria, and the Eel
River Nation of Sovereign Wailaki.

# 2. Letter from the North Coast Water Quality Control Board (NCWQCB) -
Alternative 3 has been added to address the comments made by the NCWQCB. A
meeting was held on December 5, 2007 with the NCWQCB to discuss its comments,
and the final Alternative 3 with associated mitigation was added to the alternatives to
address these concerns.
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GIATE OF CALIFCHNA

NATIVE AMERICAN HERITAGE COMMISSION

FBCAPITOL WAL ROON 364

SACAAMENTL, Cih D514

315 A0 : .

i B57-5380- e s Lead apencees should inchude in their mitigatisn plan provisians for the dispesition of rewered artifacts,

in conguitation with culturally affilinted Mative Amencarns.

»  Lead agencies should Include prowsiors for discovery of Nakive Amerlcan fisman remalns in thes
mitignt-on plan.  Heakh ard Safety Code §7850.5, CEQA §15064-5 {), and Public Rescurcas Cade
§5097,38 mandates the prooess bo be Followsd in the event of on scoidontal dscoery af any human

Saptemiber 24, 2007

Stephanie Caleman
Departant of Transportation (Calrans) resmaine in @ location otber than a dedicated Semefery,
PO Bam 3700 Sincersly,

Eureka, CA 95502-3700

RE: SCHENOTO0I063 Redernpt Storm Damage Restoration Project; Humboldt Courty, Mo rl I- af
"‘-H'_H.l M ICHEY

DerHim. Enlaendi PRSRPETY Ry Katy Sancher
g I Now Cr 5
The Hallve Americsn Hertage Conmmission (NVAHC) has reviewsd the Motice of Bre, (o P;g-glm;3mn
regarding the shove project. To adequately assess and mitigate praject-related s o archasologicsl =1 0
respUrces, the Commission reoommends Uhi following ackions be reguired:
«  Cordact the appeopriate Infarmation Cantar for a record search ta deterrnine: €y State Claaringhouse
= [f o part o all of the area of project effect (APE} has been previcusy surveyed for cultural
resouroes.
= 7 vy known ouitural resourcess have aleady been recorded on or adfacent to e APE.
= If the probabdlity & leve, moderate, or high that cultural msounces are |ocated i the APE.
= IF & survey i required to determine whether praviously unrecorded cultural resuiroes ans 3
« Tf an archaediogical inwentary survey is required, the final stage is the preparation of a professienal report
detailing the findings and recommesndatices of e reconds search and fiel survey,
= The final repart cordaining sita farms, stz skonificancs, s mitigation measurers shoukd be
siilamitted Ir diately to the planaing departmant. Al nformation regarding =ite looations, Native
Arerican buman remaing, and associated funerary objects should be in a separate confidentiol
e endum, and nat be msde svailable foe pubic disclosure.
+ The final weitton report should be submitzed within 3 manths after work has been completed Lo the
appropriate reglonal archaealogical Infermatian Centar,
¥ Comtact the MAHC for & Sacrad Lands File Check.
.

Th- shaence of specfic site Information in the Sagmid Lands File does not indicate the abserce of
cistural resources in any profect aren, Cther sowrces of cultural reseuross chauld also be cantacted
for finfermation regarding known and recerdied altes (sos badow]
¢ Comtact thi NAHC for a Bt of appropriate Native Amarican Contacts far consultation cancerning the project
site: and to sl in Lhe malgation me asures.
]
Tiwa NAHC makes no recommendation or preference of a single Indisidual, or g-owp Cwer anathar.
This list should prewide & starting place in iocating aress of potent al adverse impact within the
priposed praject area. 1 sugoest you caitad all of those indicabed, if they carnel supply
Infarmatice, they might recomimend ather with spedhc knowledgs, If a response has not been
racmivid within two weeks of motification the Commission requests that you fdlow-up with &
telephane coll to ensure that the project infarmation hag been racalved, Tf pou receive notification
of changs of addresses and phane numbars from any these Indriduals or greups, pleass rotfy me.
WIth your assktance we are able o assure that our lists contain carrent infarmsation.
¢ Lack of guiace evidence of archaological rescuroes does not prechude ther subsurdace existanca.
 Lead agencies should ineluda in thair mitigat-an plan provigions fer U identification and evaluation of
agchlantally discovered archealonical respuries, par Caltfarnia Ervrcnmental Quality Act (CEQA)
GLS06A.5 (F). I areas of identfimd archacobgical senstivity, & certifed archacologist and o culturally
affiated Native Amaorican, with krewledge i culturad resources, shoud menitor al graund - disturbing
activities.

Page 2 of 2
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s, Sleghanie Colems : Cagtobar 16 2007
California Reglonal Water Quality Control Board
MNorth Coast Region
Jhn W. Corbett, Chairman
i ket e, £a paserd e it

There ia substantial evidence that incressing peak flowe in a ratural walerway causes
increased bank erosion and significant adverse impacts to the downstrean beneficial
uses of aater, There is aleo substantial evidence that eliminaling or signficanty

Unida 8. Adame P i
rehr o e B P P, (T 123018 reducing the amount of water that would sthenslse naturally fiow through a watenway
[—— will advarsely affect groundwater, nearw watlands, aquatic e, and other beneficial
ussas of aber,
Cictober 148, 2007

Iz, Staphanie Colernan, Acting Senior Environmental Plananssr
Meorth Region Emdronmental Planning

Craliferna Department of Trans portation

P.0. Box 3700

Eurska, GA 95502

Cazar Me. Coleman:

Subject: Camments on the Focusec Initial Study and Propesed Mitigated Negative
Declaration (SCHE 20070$2063) for Reconstrucion of Roadway near
Redorest (D1-Hurm-101-Pi 40542 2)

File: Water Quality Ce rtification — General Corespondence

Thank you for tha apportunity o comment an the Deparimant of Transportation's
Focused Initial Shidy with Proposed Mitigated Negalive Decfaation for the
ReconsTuction of Highway 101 near Rederast (01-Hum-101-FM 400042 2). Tha
proposed project (Altarnative 1) invelves resonstrection of the Tour lane highway,
canatruction of a tieback retain ing wall, removal of an existing separated cubverd,
construction of a surface water diversion channal, installation of a cubert headwall at
PM 41.5, and streambank stabilization work in the channel located at PM 41.5. The
purpose of the project is fo restore the two traffic lanes that were loat dur ng 200572006
wainter siorms. Based upon aur reviey, we have the following commants

General Comments

The Stale Water Beard and the Regional Watar Quality Canbrol Boards {Water Boards)
regulate discharges and threatened discharges to profect the: quality of waters of the
State, broadly defined as “the chemical, physical, biclogical, bacteriological,
radiological, and other properties and characteristics of water which affec s use.™
Walersheds are complex natural systens in which physical, chemical, and biclogical
ocomponents interact to create the benefiial wses of water. The proposed project woulkd
alter the physical, charnical, and biological components of the watershed by increasing
Fhowvss in ofe exasting channel and eliminating natural flows te ancther existing channel.

" Califorr ba Watar Coda, §13050,

California Environmental Protection Agency

Femapolos) Fopar

I arder for the Regional Water Baard to carlify a project under section 401 of the Clean
Watar fct, all aspects of the project must comply with all water gualily standards. The
proposad hydralogic modifications would result in degradation of the benaficial uses of
waater by eliminating or reducing flows in ene channel and incraasing fiows in another
channel The emergency repais that wens already completad also resubed in @ loss of
beneficial uses associated with filling wetlands adjacent to the highway, The Regional
Water Board i mandated 1o prevent such degradation of beneficial uses of water,
Reglonsl Water Board steff beliewes thal the proposed project will not comply with water
quality standards and that the preposed mitigation measures will not be siifficient to
ansune that the project compliss with waler quality standards.

Impacts associated with increa sing Nows: in a natural channed will extend downstream
throughaut the watershed. Impacts frore the proposed project would not Be limited to
the arez within Calirans' right-of-way and any areas directly afected by te dischargas
of dredg e and fill materials. The impacts associated wilh increasing flow volurme and
velocitywould, &t a minimum, extend dosnstrean 1o the point whera tha two channeds
naturale menge, Al this time, Calirans has only proposed to install measures to address
thiss impact wihin the portion of the affedted channel extending to the downstream edge
of the right-of-way.

Furthar, the Regional Water Board requires mitigation for project impacts associated
with increasing the amount of runoff entering surface waters. This typlcally affects
Caltrans' projects that mvolve installation of new and additonal impervious surfaces.
The proposed project would result in sivdlar impacts. While it would be recessary to
strangtt an the channel banks 10 accommodate increasad flows and minimize adverse
impacis to water quality associsted with those increases, the measures installed for
sirengtt ening would in fact result in loss of hakdat and be considerad an impact of the
project, rather than a compens atary mitigation.  Mitigation for increasing runcff fram rew
impemnious surlaces i lypically achieved by providing detentienretention facilities
capable of preventing an increase in peak flows during the 1 00wear storm event.
Accepts ble mitigation for adverse impacs caused by increasiag peak flows in a channel
would invalve reducing unnatural peak flows caused by anthropogenic scurces of runoff
that are kKnown 1o be causing downstrean bank erosion and downstrearr sedimentation.

Tha Eel Rivar watershed & identifed on the State of Calfomia Clean Weber Act Seclion
30Md) | 51 as (mpaired for sediment and tamparature. Total Masdmurm Daity Load
{TMOL) analyaes have been complated Tor the Eel River watershed sediment and
temperature listings. A present, there are no waterghed-specific implementation plans
for this TMDL, However, it appears that the proposed project is kely to sesult in

California Environmertal Pratection Agency
Recyriad Foper
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increascd bank erosion during high flows. and would not com pry with the State Watar
Beoard Policy with Respect to Maintaining High Quality Waters in California (Resolution
N, BE-"6) due 1o the potential for incressed erosion and sedimentation in this sediment
impsalred watershed.

Spacific Cormmans

1. The proposed negative declaration describes thres alfematives Including the
proposed alemalive (Altsrnative 1), the "Mo-Build” alemative (Attemative Z), and
“Mher Albarmatives Considered But Rejecied by the Prcject Development Twam,”
It la not clear why restoration of the existing structurs, including the fwo existing
culverts undar the: highveay, was not considered, Rebuiiding the highway and
drainage conveyances sppears to be a viable alemative that woud avoid the
direct mpacts to surface wabers Thal would result from mplementation of
Attemative 1. It appears the project purpose could be achieved and significant
impacts coukd be avaldesd without routing flows fram cne channel info another
channel, An atemnative that involses repairing, upgrading, andfor replacing the
caibverts that existed pricr to the slorm damage, and retuming natural flows 1o
both stream channess should be considered.

2. The discussion under "Other Alternatives Considered Bul Rejectad by the Project
Cevelopment Team” describes b allernatives that were considered thal could
achieve the project's purpese, | i not ciear if either of these altematives would
dlso avoid the anlicipaled adverse impacts to water qualily associated with
implarmentation of Altemmative 1. & appears that imple mentation of a project that
would generally rastore the higivweay and the drainage conveyances to the
condition that existed prior 1o the sform damage would avoid signiicant adverse
impacts to water quality and the need to provide substantial mitigstion for those
impacs,

3. The Initial Study recognizes that combining flows is lilkdy fo result in erosion
impacls to the channel that would recetve the combined flows. The CDOT
Frogect Development Team deermed this impact to have a less than 5ignlfk:anl
impact with miligation, Froposed mitigation for this impact is bank stabilization at
four specific locations akong the channel. The furthes! downstream proposad
pank stabdiization site woukd be Iocated near the Calirans right-of-way. As
mentioned in the genaral comments above, impacts to the channed fram
increasad peak fiows would not end at the Caltrans right-of-way,

4. The preposed bank stabilzation activities may reducs the potentisd for fubue
tank ercsion and sedimentation of the channel that wouald result from the
increased flow volume and velocity cavsed by combining the flows, Reducing
the: potential for bank erosion and sedimentation is not habitat enhancement. |t
may not be poseible fo adaquately mitkgate for the anticdpated impacts associated
with combining stream flows and increasing the volume and velociy of waber
mawing thraugh the existing channel.

California Enviranmental Protection Agency
gyl Pagir

. The proposed project would resull in a sixty-six percent increass in the volums of

waler in the channel at PM 4 1.5 during a 10-year stoom event. Regional Watar
Ecard staff believe that @ sixty-als percant increase in flows during a 10-year
slonm evenl is a significant increase in flow that will hanes significant impacs on
the channel. Anlicipatad impacts would ba more sign lcant during the 100-yaar
slorm event: howaever, 1he percent ncrease in flows during a 100-year storm
reent is not provided,

3, & nineteen percent incraase in flow velocity during & 100-year storm event is a

significant increase. Implemantation of the proposed bank stabilization aclivities
wolld apparently reduce the velozity increass o a sesenteen percent Increase
during the 100-year storm event A saventeen percent norease in flow welocity
during & 100-year storm avant is sl a significant increase.

. The praposead bank stabilization ectivities are not adequate to prevent adverse

Impacts 1g tha channal from the increase in flow voleme and velocily, The

bank stabdzation acliviies include use of geegrid, an unnatural
rmaterial thal should not he used akong this stream. Geogrid s more appropriale
for use in conatructed w aterwaye and channels created to treal ard convey Storm
wagter nureoff from new wiban developmant.

. Feglonal Water Board s4aff does not agree that propesad bank stabilization

activitizs will result in habitat enhancement. The proposed bank stabllization
activities would be considered additional project impack that are enly necessary
because the proposed praject would increase the wolure and velecity of water in
the channel during peak flows.,

. Enhancemeant of the Chadd Creek riparian area is proposed as miigation for the

kess of beneficssl uses e channsl at PM 41.52. The amount o mitigagion
wolld be “worked aut with the resource agencies.” Please be advized that
enhancement of the Chadd Cresk riparian area by plariing wegetation s not
accaptable compensatory mitigaton for the complele Icas of beneficlal uses of
the channel al PM 41,52, A3 stated n our genesal comments, wasersheds ans
mamplex nabesl syatems in whick physical, chemical, snd biologic components
interact to create the be neficial uses of water, Appraprate mitigaf§on for this
impact would create of restare the physical, chemical | and biological companents
¢ Ihe affected channel by creating addilonal habdal that is simila- to the lost
habitat and that replaces kost bensficial uses. Providing acceptable mitigation Tor
diverting watar out of several hunsired foet of a stream shannel is & significant
chalenge that may not be practcal or possible

10. Tha emergency repairs that have slready been complefed resulbed in the Rlling

and rocking of existing wellands thal were located belween the wo drainage
channels an the uphill side of the highway. The initial stedy indicetes that
areation of 8 divarsion channel at the inlet side of the P 41 .62 will corverd a

California Environmmental Protection Agency
Rmcyeiad Pager
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regligible amount [0.01 acre) of wetlands inte “waters of the U.S." Please be
advised thal wellands are lypically “waters of the U.5." Compensatory mitigation
must be provided for any amount of wetlands that would be impactzd by the past
and future project in ord ar to comply with the State amd Federal ne net lose
policies. Mitigation for this wetlar d impact is not adequately addressed in the
imilial sludy.

11. This office requires Galtrans o esaluate feaskility of mitigating for impacts 1o
water quality associated with incraasing the amount of runoff from installation of
rew impendious surfaces. The proposed project would resull in sisnilar impacts to
the eaction of stream chiannel thal woukd canvey Ihe combined flows. Craating a
tigger comveyance channel andlar strengthening the banks of an existing natural
channel ane not appropriate mitigation measures for this type of impact. IF the
purpose of the project cannot be achievad without comBining flows upstream of
the highway, the anticipated adwe rse impacts would cczur along the entire length
f channel from the cubeert oullet near the highway to the natural confluence of
the bwio channeks locatesd downsteeam of the Caltrans rght-of-way. Mitigation for
sdverse impacts 1o that downstream section of stream shannel wauld also be
rBCEESArY.

Ao indicaded in the above comements, the proposed mitigated negative dedaration does
nod demonstrate that this proje ol avoids advarse impacts, min mizes adveise ingacts,
and adequately mitigates for anticipated and unavoidable advarss impads, Regional
Water Ecard staff believe there is substantial evidence that diverting flows into a
ehannel and aliminating flows from the divered channal would have a significant
adverse effect on the beneficial uses of hwe existing channels, The progsl also
pamanznily impacts adasting wellands T which here = nob adequate compensatory
rritigatien. A more therough altarmatives analysis and adequebe mitigation for all dirsct
and indwect impacts to water quality ant beneficial uses is raguired in order for this
progact o obtain wabter guality cerdification,

Bagin, thank you for this chanos to comment. I we may clarify any of oLr comments or
b2 of further assietance, please contact ma at (T07) G7E-2801.

Fincanaly,
I{:fu. =
Dean Pral, P.G,

Enginearing Gealkogist

12 a07_DUP_odoiredones_CEQAomtdoc

i Governor's Office of Planning and Ressarch, State Clearinghouse, P.0. Box
2044, Sacramento, A B6812-30:44
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Appendix A

both culverts 41.5 alone 41.52 alone
cfs ft/sec n cfs ft/sec cfs ft/sec n
Qo 114.2 68.8 45.4
V, Upstream 10.7 0.06 10.41 0.06
V, Culvert 22.95 0.024 6.81 0.024 5.17 0.024
V, d/s nat channel 9.61 0.075 8.35 0.075 8.18 0.075
V, d/s rsp 12.4 0.05 10.62 0.05 7.81 0.05
V, d/s bioengineered 10.9 0.06 9.31 0.06 n/a
both culverts 41.5 alone 41.52 alone
cfs ft/sec n cfs ft/sec cfs ft/sec n
Q100 173.03 92.9 80.13
V, Upstream 11.63 0.06 12.19 0.06
V, Culvert 25.51 0.024 9.19 0.024 9.13 0.024
V, d/s nat channel 10.62 0.075 10.4 0.075 9.81 0.075
V, d/s rsp 14.56 0.05 12.12 0.05 9.35 0.05
V, d/s bioengineered 12.18 0.06 10.41 0.06 n/a
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